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Abstract: 

This current study explores 48-60-month-old preschool children’s biophilic tendencies by 
explaining their reasons. The sample of the study consisted of 116 preschool children 
selected from four public preschools located in Mersin, Turkey. Children’s Biophilia 
Measure exploring young children’s levels of affinity toward nature was used as a data 
collecting material. The findings revealed that the frequencies of young children’s 
biophilic tendencies were much more than their non-biophilic tendencies. The effect of 
culture, including parental allowance and restriction, was the most striking factor 
influencing children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies. The other factors affecting 
children’s tendencies were affordances of the natural outdoor settings for children’s play, 
safety hazards outdoors, having fun/feeling enjoyment during nature play, 
attractiveness/unattractiveness of a natural stimuli, curiosity, and previous experiences 
in natural environment. The finding of this research suggested that there is a need for 
accessible natural settings to ensure young children’s regular and direct interactions with 
nature; which in turn, strengthen their affinity toward nature. 


Keywords: biophilia, biophilic tendency, affinity toward nature, young children, early 
childhood education 


1. Introduction 


Biophilia, as a term, was originally introduced by Erich Fromm (1964), who is a 
philosopher and psychologist, but it gained popularity via a book, namely Biophilia, 
written by Edward O. Wilson (1984, p.1). In his book Wilson defined biophilia as “the 
innate tendency to focus on life and lifelike processes.” Individuals’ positive orientation to 
affiliate with life and life-like processes. Also, he explained the adaptiveness of biophilic 
tendencies through evolutionary perspective and emphasize the emotional response to 
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living organisms/elements to survive. Kellert and Wilson (1993) wrote a book, which 
name is The Biophilia Hypothesis and broadened the concept of biophilia. This book 
influences many other researchers studying in different fields, such as psychology and 
environmental ethics (Kahn, 1997; Kellert, 1993). In particular, studies in the field of 
psychology have provided an understanding that nature has psychological effects such 
as feelings of well-being and happiness as well as physical benefits for people. While 
Ulrich (1993) relates biophilia only to positive emotional attachment, Wilson (1993) 
mentions that the biophilia is changeable and may refer both positive and negative 
feelings. It may refer attraction, awe and peacefulness, but it also may refer aversion, 
indifference and anxiety (Kellert, 1993; Wilson, 1993). The acceptance that the biophilia 
can be triggered by learning (Joye & De Block, 2011) may have enabled this concept to be 
the subject of educational research. 

Education researchers have begun to investigate the development and 
strengthening of biophilia in children beginning from the first years of their lives because 
there is evidence that biophilia is seen in children who are two years old (Moore & 
Marcus, 2008). Children in early childhood period, especially between the ages of 3 and 
7, have an innate curiosity, sympathy, and tendency to be close with nature, including 
animals (Desouza & Czemiak, 2002; Sobel, 1996). However, the important point here is 
that the children’s natural tendency to affiliate with nature, that is, the desire to be close 
to various forms of the wild, can be supported by providing appropriate environments. 

Providing appropriate and qualified environments for promoting children's 
biophilic tendencies has revealed the importance of understanding children's outdoor 
setting/landscape preferences. Some of the academic research advocating the biophilia 
hypothesis has revealed that individuals prefer natural areas more than maintained ones 
(Lindemann-Matthies, Junge, & Matthies, & 2010; Nedovic & Morrissey, 2013). For 
instance, researchers investigating children’s preferences for outdoor play settings found 
that even children having unstructured free play experiences in the environments with 
low rate of natural elements, preferred natural settings rather than maintained ones 
(Coley, Sullivan, & Kuo, 1997; Faber-Taylor et al., 1998). In fact, Kun, Bacaicoa and 
Sullivan (1998) stated that children and parents who prefer to spend time in natural areas 
and play games feel safe in these environments. On the other hand, some other researcher 
found that maintained settings may also be attractive for children to prefer playing 
(Grahn, 1991; Yilmaz, 2017). These results might be an indicator for the development of 
children’s inherent biophilic tendencies in the environments that are natural or 
maintained settings. These results also underline the importance of affordances of the 
environment and previous experiences. 

Unfortunately, children in contemporary world spend most of their time either 
structured after school activities taking place indoors or still and passive activities across 
the screen (Faber-Taylor, & Kuo, 2006; Gray, 2011; Kemple, Oh, Kenney, & Smith- 
Bonahue, 2016; Louv, 2005;). Pergam and Zaradic (2006) argue that in today's world, 
where technology prevents children from spending time in nature, the biophilic 
tendencies triggered by the discovery of natural world have been replaced by the 
videophile, which has emerged with the attractiveness of electronic media tools. 
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Urbanization due to rapid population growth is another factor, which negatively affect 
children’s affinity toward nature (Faber-Taylor, & Kuo, 2006). As a result of urbanization, 
green areas where children can interact with nature have become mostly maintained 
areas with low biodiversity (Turner, Nakamura, & Dinetti, 2004). Several authors (i.e., 
Lopes, Cordovil, & Neto, 2014; O’Brien, Jones, Sloan, & Rustin, 2000; Tranter, 2015) 
indicated that these areas also limit children's free play opportunities. In addition, since 
urbanization and rapid population growth are intertwined, the use of vehicles has 
become a major obstacle to walking, in other words individuals’ being in physically 
active (Carver, Timperio, & Crawford, 2008). The widespread use of the vehicle has 
caused the traffic problem. According to Timperio, Crawford, Telford, and Salmon 
(2004), with the increase in traffic, the streets have become socially and physically 
insecure environments for playing and parents’ anxieties about their children’s free play 
outdoors have increased. Parental anxieties related to crime and security factors can be 
considered among the main reasons why children grow up detached from nature 
(Brockman, Jago, & Fox, 2011; Sandseter, Cordovil, Hagen, & Lopes, 2020; Skar, Wold, 
Gundersen, & O’Brien, 2016). 

Many researchers state that cultural influences are other factors that take children 
away from their biophilic tendencies (i.e. Bekoff & Goodall, 2007; Fattorini et al., 2017; 
Hand et al., 2017, Kahn, 1997; Ulrich, 1993). Hand et al (2017) asked children whether 
they would prefer to be in the areas they rank on three levels in terms of biodiversity, and 
found that children selected to be in poor quality gardens, which may not confirm the 
biophilia hypothesis, but may be explained by culture. These researchers stated that 
parents warned their children not to move away from home, limited their access to 
wildlife and encouraged them to play in their front and backyards (Hand et al., 2017). 
From another perspective, Fattorini et al. (2017) stated that children’s preferences to 
choose green areas having less biodiversity (i.e. backyards) have been perceived safer 
than natural areas and this perception can be explained by culture they live in. 

Blunting children’s biophilic tendencies until the point of detaching children from 
nature with the effect of various factors may result in some undesirable consequences 
both in childhood and adulthood. For example, it is known that children who grow up 
without adequate and appropriate interaction with the natural environment cannot 
develop their skills to recognize ordinary plants or animals they see in their environment 
(Balmford, Clegg, Coulson, & Taylor, 2002; Beatley, 2011; Pyle, 1993; Pyle & Orr, 2008; 
Samborski, 2010). It is also stated that children who spend limited time in nature can 
develop emotions such as avoidance or fear of nature (Bixler et al., 1994; Bixler & Floyd, 
1997; Kellert & Wilson, 1995). According to Strife and Downey (2009), since children who 
live in urban cities do have limited access to nature may either be indifferent to nature or 
develop a sense of fear of nature (Strife & Downey, 2009). Supporting this Dutcher, 
Finley, Luloff, and Johnson (2007) indicated that lack of support of children’s biophilic 
tendencies may lead to develop avoidance or disgust from nature and natural 
elements/living organisms. This will in turn, cause children to grow disconnected from 
nature and prevent them from using the infinite resources of nature in their development 
and learning processes. 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 116 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


The loss or disconnection of the bond with the natural environment can have 
negative consequences on not only children’s learning and development, but also on their 
physical and mental health. Increasing obesity rate associated with immobility with the 
reduction of green areas (Wolch et al., 2011) and the disappearance of problem solving 
and risk assessment abilities (Kuo & Faber-Taylor, 2004) are stated as two important and 
serious consequences that threaten children’s health. The loss of connection with nature 
or decreasing the interaction with nature has negative effects on the health of the world 
as well. According to Miller (2005), it cannot be mentioned that a generation that has been 
detached from nature has the motivation to protect it. In addition, the insufficient 
experience of nature in early childhood is one of the factors that threaten the sense of 
attachment to nature throughout life (Wells & Lekies, 2006). 

According to many researchers, factors such as living in a clean environment, 
accessible natural areas and parks where children can interact with wildlife, some 
elements of nature (i.e., trees, water and animals) are important for children to reconnect 
with the natural world (Chawla, 1994; Derr, 2006; Yilmaz, 2017). At this point, 
strengthening the inherent biophilic tendencies of children will both protect them from 
the aforementioned negative consequences of detached from the nature, and also support 
their development, learning and health. In addition, supporting children’s emotional 
affinity toward nature is important for the health of the world. One of the most effective 
ways of strengthening children’s bond with nature is providing them regular nature 
experiences where they can have an interaction with the natural world. 

In the light of aforementioned information, this research aims to investigate 
children’s biophilic tendencies with their explanations for the reasons of their tendencies. 
The following research questions are determined to reach this aim: 

1) What are the preschool children’s biophilic tendencies? 
2) What are the reasons for preschool children’s biophilic tendencies? 


2. Method 


2.1 Research design 

The current research utilized qualitative methodology and the research design was basic 
qualitative. Qualitative research provides to gain insights about people’s perceptions and 
experiences (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007; Creswell, 2017). In addition, Merriam (2002) asserted 
that a qualitative research helps researchers to understand that meaning is socially 
constructed by individuals by the interaction with their surroundings. The main focus of 
a basic qualitative research is to understand and interpret this meaning (a phenomenon/a 
viewpoint/ a perception) (Merriam, 1998; 2002). Therefore, a basic qualitative research 
design was appropriate because the researcher attempts to elicit preschool children’s in- 
depth understanding about the reasons of their biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies. 


2.2 Participants 
Convenience sampling method was used to determine the participants of the current 


study. As suggested by Creswell (2012) this method can be used when the individuals 
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are readily available and willing to participate in the study. The participants were 
comprised of a total of 116 preschool children whose age ranges from 48 to 60 months. 
These children enrolled in four different public early child care centers located in Mersin, 
Turkey. With regard to the demographic information of the participating children, 60 of 
the children were male (52%), whereas 56 of them were female (48%). 


2.3 Data collecting instrument 

As a data collecting instrument, the researcher used Children’s Biophilia Measure. This 
instrument was originally developed by Rice and Torquati (2013) and contained 11 
biophilic and 11 non-biophilic items. With regard to the reliability of the original 
measure, the Cronbach’s alpha coefficient was 63, which is accepted as adequately 
reliable. The instrument was adopted into Turkish by Yilmaz (2017) by using two-way 
translation method. Firstly, the items were translated into Turkish; then they were re- 
translated into English by three experts from early childhood education field. The experts 
also realized the cultural adaptation of the items and agreed on a revision in one item, 
which is more appropriate in Turkish context. The adopted version of the interview was 
also adequately reliable value of Cronbach’s alpha coefficient (a = .68). The validity of the 
adapted version of the instrument was confirmed by several authors (Yilmaz, 2017; 
Yilmaz & Olgan, 2017). 


Figure 1: Example illustrations for biophilic and non-biophilic items (Yilmaz, 2017) 
- wy : ane 


Non-biophilic item Biophilic item 
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The researcher aimed to understand young children’s biophilic tendencies; in 
other words, to what degree they feel emotional affinity toward nature by using this 
measure. In fact, the measure included interview items, which investigate children’s 
preferences for being indoors/outdoors, the enjoyment of sensorial aspects of nature, 
curiosity about nature, and interaction with nature. For example, the illustrations 
representing the items: “This boy/girl likes to splash in puddles” (on the right side) and 
“This boy/girl does not like to splash in puddles” (on the left side) can be seen in Figure 
1. All the implementation process took twelve days, including 116 individual meetings, 
or approximately 39 hours in total. 


2.4 Data collecting procedure 

Data were collected by the researcher in the spring semester of 2018-2019 academic year 
after getting necessary ethical permissions from both Mersin University Ethical 
Commission and Ministry of National Education in Mersin. These formal permissions 
were used to work with young children during the contact with the early childhood 
education managers of centers, teachers, and parents. 

During the data gathering process, the researcher read the items one by one to 
each participant in a quiet room of their early child care centers. Each item was 
accompanied by two pictures describing the related item. One of those pictures depicted 
the biophilic attitude toward nature, whereas the other one depicted the non-biophilic 
attitude. To illustrate, “This boy/girl likes to play with sticks, leaves, and pine cones, 
leaves, and tree brunches” (biophilic), or “This boy/girl does not like to play with sticks, 
leaves, and pine cones” (non-biophilic). The gender of each child in the pictures was 
matched to the gender of the each of the participating child. After each item was read and 
the two pictures for each item were shown, the researcher asked each child the following 
question: “Which boy/girl is more like you?” by expecting to get their explanations why 
they selected a particular picture. The participants responses were recorded 
and audiotaped for later analysis. 


2.5 Data analysis procedure 

The participating children’s biophilic and non-biophilic responses were calculated by 
using descriptive statistics. The frequency distributions and percentages were given in 
Table 1. On the other hand, with regard to the qualitative data, the data analysis process 
started with the transcriptions of interview audio-records, in which children indicated 
their selections for the specific pictures and explained their reasons for their selections. 
In order to increase the reliability of the data, transcribed data were analyzed by two 
experts from the field of early childhood education independently (Creswell, 2007). After 
the author of the current research coded the data, another expert from the field of early 
childhood education did recoding. The two independent coders concentrated on to 
identify some common words, phrases, and sentences to form the participating children’s 
reports for their biophilic tendencies. Both of the experts, then, compared their codes by 
expecting a full consensus (Creswell, 2007). As a result, since both coded line segments 
and codes, which were created by the experts were similar, a full consensus was achieved. 
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3. Findings 


The findings of the study include the responses of the participants’ answers to each of the 
measurement item in terms of frequency and percentage. Also, one-to-one explanations 
about the reasons of the tendencies of the participants are included for each item of the 


measurement. 
Table 1: The total frequencies of children’s biophilic and 
non-biophilic tendencies in terms of each interview item 
Interview items Children’s biophilic Children’s non-biophilic 
tendencies (f) tendencies (f) 
Playing inside or playing outside 73 43 
Digging for worms 56 60 
Splashing in puddles 48 68 
Watching birds outdoors 107 9 
Playing near creeks and lakes 89 27 
Watching cats/dogs outdoors and playing 
‘ 106 10 
with them 
Playing with natural materials (i.e., sticks, 96 20 
leaves, and pinecones) outdoors 
Listening birds’ singing outdoors 100 16 
Catching bugs and looking at them 79 37 
Looking at the sky at night 94 22 
Learning about wild animals 95 21 


3.1 Children’s tendencies for playing outdoors/indoor 
When the participating children were asked whether they would play indoors or 
outdoors, more than half of the children (73 out of 116) indicated that they would play 
outdoors (see Table 1). While explaining their reasons why they would play outdoors, all 
of the participating children emphasized the number of play opportunities outdoors 
based on the physical characteristics of the outdoor environment (n=73). 63 out of these 
73 children were concentrated on various play occasions in outdoor environments, such 
as cycling, running, playing with a ball, and picnicking, 10 of them mentioned about the 
affordances for nature play outdoors such as climbing trees, playing with stones and 
playing on the grass. Children also indicated that they would have a chance to play with 
their friends outdoors (n=13). Some of the children (n=9) also unfolded they would like 
to play outdoors because the weather was clean and cool. While expressing their reasons 
for playing outdoors, a few of the children (n=6) also mentioned their mothers’ allowance 
for them to play outdoors. 

On the other hand, 43 out of 116 children stated that they would play indoors (see 
Table 1). Children’s reasons for playing indoors were related to parental restriction 
(n=15), children’s concerns about safety hazards, including both social (n=9) and physical 
(n=6) dangers outdoors, bad weather conditions (n=9), and playing with family members 
at home (n=5). 
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All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 2. The reason why the total 
frequencies of children’s biophilic and non-biophilic are higher than the number of 
children who answered these two items can be explained that each child’s report may 
include more than one reason. 


Table 2: Children’s reasons for playing outdoors/ indoors 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Affordances of for play outdoors 73 
Socialization with friends 13 
Weather related issues 9 
Parental allowance 6 

The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Parental restriction 15 
Safety hazards 15 
Weather related issues 9 
Socialization with family members 5 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations had some shared 
points: parental allowance/restriction, weather related issues, and socialization. 

Some of the statements that children explain either their biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


"I can ride my bike comfortably outside.” (Ps, biophilic) 
“I love playing with my friends outdoors, I'm bored at home alone.” (P22, biophilic) 


“My mother never gets angry when I play with a ball outside, but when I play at home, 
she gets angry if I break things.” (P10, biophilic) 


“If I play outside, someone might kidnap me or steal my toys.” (P43, non-biophilic) 


“I don't want to play outside because I feel cold and get sick if I do. My mother gets angry 
if I get sick.” (P51, non-biophilic) 


3.2 Children’s tendencies for digging for worms 

When the participating children were asked whether they would dig the soil for getting 
worms, almost half of the them (56 out of 116) expressed that they would dig for worms 
(see Table 1). 

While explaining their reasons why they would dig the earth, children mostly 
asserted that they would not be hurt by worms since they are harmless creatures (35 out 
of 56). Some of them (14 out of 56) indicated that they would find the worms and care for 
them since they believed that worms are vulnerable creatures. Some of these 56 children 
(n=14) stated that it would be fun digging for worms and playing with them. While 
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explaining their reasons, some of these 56 children emphasized their lack of experience 
for digging and getting worms due to the inconvenient places to explore (n=7). 6 out of 
56 children were also verified that their parents would allow them to dig the soil and play 
with worms. Only 5 out of 56 children’s expressions included the physical appearance/ 
physical attractiveness of the worms. In fact, these children reported that worms are cute, 
little, and tiny creatures. 3 out of 56 children reveled that they would like to explore 
worms and look at them closely. 3 out of 56 children related digging for worms to the 
other creatures belonging to nature. In essence, 1 out of these 3 children asserted that they 
would dig for worms to save the ants because worms eat ants. Moreover, 2 out of these 3 
children would dig for worms to feed the birds. Lastly, very few of the children (n=2) 
reported that they would dig for worms since they model their parents. 

On the other hand, more than half of the children (60 out of 116) voiced that they 
would not dig for worms (see Table 1). All of these 60 children phrased their fear of 
worms because of the possible action to get physically hurt by them. 19 out of 60 children 
expressed that worms are dirty, and they may get dirt on their hands and clothes by them. 
10 out of 60 children said that worms are disgusting, and they would not dig for them. 
These 10 children implied the physical appearance of the worms as disgusting. Some of 
the children (n=7) disclosed about parental restriction as their reasons. Some of them 
(n=5) also reported that their parents do not dig for worms, so they model them. 4 out of 
60 children mentioned about lack of worms and soil close to their home. 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies for this 
item together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 3. 


Table 3: The reasons of children’s tendencies for digging the soil to get worms 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
No possibility of getting physical injuries 35 
Instinct to save and care for living things/love of nature 14 
Opportunities for children to have fun 14 
Inconvenient places to explore 7 
Parental allowance 6 
Physical appearance/Physical attractiveness (cute, little, tiny etc.) 5 
Curiosity to discover and investigate 3 
Interconnectedness of living things 3 
Modeling parents 2 

The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Avoidance of getting physical injuries 60 
Dislike to get dirty 19 
Physical appearance/ Physical unattractiveness (disgusting etc.) 10 
Parental restriction 7 
Modeling parents 5 
Inconvenient places to explore 4 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included some 
common focuses: Possibility of getting physical injuries/ avoidance of getting physical 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 122 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


injuries, physical attractiveness/ unattractiveness, parental allowance/restriction, and 
modeling parents. 

Some of the quotations of children’s explanations for either their biophilic and 
non-biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


“I get worms out of the ground and play with them because worms don’t hurt me.” (P32, 
biophilic) 


"I would like to dig the earth and find worms, but there are no earth and worms in our 
garden.” (Pz, biophilic) 


“I don't dig the ground. if the worm comes out, it bites my hand and hurts” (P1s, non- 
biophilic). 


"I don't dig the earth and get a worm because I get dirty.” (P23, non-biophilic) 


3.3 Children’s tendencies for splashing in puddles 
When the participating children were asked whether they would splash in puddles or 
not, 48 out of 116 children reported that they would splash in puddles (see Table 1). 

While explaining their reasons why they would splash in puddles, children mostly 
asserted that they would have fun (n=28). 23 out of these 48 children indicated that they 
love mud and enjoy it by splashing and getting wet and dirty. Also, some of the children 
(n=20) reported that their parents would allow them to splash in puddles. The other 
reasons why children would love splashing in puddles with the calculated frequencies 
can be seen in Table 4. 

On the other hand, most of the children (68 out of 116) stated that they would not 
splash in puddles (see Table 1). 61 out of 68 children reported their most frequent reason 
why they would not splash in puddles as the possibility of getting dirt on their hands 
and their clothes (Table 4). Most of these 68 children (n=55) also explained their 
unwillingness to splash in puddles with parental restrictions. Very few of also listed their 
reasons as unlike to be wet (n=2) and teacher restriction (n=1). 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 4. 


Table 4: The reasons of children’s tendencies for splashing in puddles 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Opportunities for children to have fun 28 
Loving mud and like to get wet and dirty 23 
Parental allowance 20 
Lack of experience 3 
Modeling parents 
No possibility of getting physical injuries 1 


The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Dislike to get wet and dirty 63 
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Parental restriction 55 


Teacher restriction 1 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included 
some common focuses: Like/dislike to get wet and dirty, and _ parental 
allowance/restriction. 

Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


“Jumping in muddy water is fun, I love playing in mud.” (P101, biophilic) 


“My mother is not angry with my jumping in muddy water, and I always jump and play” 
(P55, biophilic). 


“My new clothes get dirty if I play in the mud, I don't want them to get dirty. My mom 
also says that I have just washed your clothes.” (P33, non-biophilic) 


3.4 Children’s tendencies for watching birds 
When the participating children were asked whether they would watch birds outdoors, 
most of them (107 out of 116) had biophilic tendencies (see Table 1). 

While reasoning their arguments, children mostly condensed on the physical 
attractiveness of the birds (n=46), the attractiveness of sounds in nature (n=30), curious 
about how they fly (n=30), fun activity (n=25), previous experience of watching birds 
(n=24), and instinct to protect and care for birds. Other reasons why children would love 
watching birds with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 5. 

Then again, very few of the children (n=9) stated that they would not watch birds 
outdoors (see Table 1) because of its being boring activity (n=10) and disgusting voice of 
the birds (n=5). 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 5. 


Table 5: The reasons of children’s tendencies for watching birds 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Physical appearance/ Physical attractiveness 46 
Attractiveness of sounds in nature 30 
Curiosity to discover and investigate 30 
Opportunity for children to have fun 25 
Previous experience 24 
Instinct to save and care for animals 24 
No possibility of getting physical injuries 10 
Parental allowance 7 
The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 

Lack of opportunity for children to have fun 10 
Dislike of the sounds in nature (disgusting etc.) 5 
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Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included 
some common focuses: Opportunity/ lack of opportunity for children to have fun and 
attractiveness/dislike of sounds in nature. 

Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


"I like watching birds because its’ feathers are colorful and shiny.” (Pius, biophilic). 
"I listen to beautiful songs of birds. It is like a music.” (P10s, biophilic) 

"Playing with my friends is more fun than watching birds.” (Ps, non-biophilic). 

"I can never sleep from birds’ singing.” (P100, non-biophilic) 


3.5 Children’s tendencies for playing near creeks and lakes 
When the participating children were asked whether they would play near creeks and 
lakes, 89 out of 116 children had biophilic tendencies (see Table 1). 

While explaining their reasons, children mostly focused on affordances of play 
near water areas (n=53). 45 out of these 89 children mentioned playing near water as a 
fun activity. The other reasons why children would love splashing in puddles with the 
calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 6. 

On the other hand, 27 out of 116 children stated that they would not play near 
creeks and lakes. All of these 27 children reported their most frequent reason why they 
would not play near water as possible parental restriction. 11 out of 27 children explained 
their unwillingness to play near creeks and lakes because they do not like to get wet and 
dirty. 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 6. 


Table 6: The reasons of children’s tendencies for playing near creeks and lakes 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Affordance for play 53 
Opportunity for children to have fun 45 
Like to get wet and dirty 13 
Lack of experience 7 
Modeling parents 3 

The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Parental restriction 27 
Dislike to get wet and dirty 14 
Avoidance of getting physical injuries 4 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included some 
common focuses: Like/dislike to get wet. 
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Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


“It’s very fun to put my hands and feet into the water.” (P3, biophilic) 


“I float my toys in the water and I love watching it when the trail appears in the water.” 
(Pez, biophilic) 


“I fall into the water, get wet, I feel uncomfortable and my clothes get dirty.” (P34, non- 
biophilic) 


“If I play by the water, I get wet, I get sick and my mother gets angry.” (P33, non-biophilic) 


3.6 Children’s tendencies for watching and playing with cats/dogs outdoors 

When the participating children were asked whether they would watch and play with 
cats/dogs outdoors, almost all of them (106 out of 116) showed biophilic tendencies (see 
Table 1). 

While explaining their reasons, 96 out of these 106 children mostly concentrated 
on it’s a fun activity. 39 out of these 106 children indicated that they would feed or give 
water to cats and dogs. In other words, they would love and care for those animals. Also, 
36 out of these 106 children explained their biophilic tendencies based on the physical 
appearance, in fact, the physical attractiveness of the cats and dogs. The other reasons 
why children would watch and play with cats/dogs with the calculated frequencies can 
be seen in Table 7. 

On the other hand, only 10 children stated that they would not watch and play 
with cats/dogs outdoors (see Table 1). Almost all of these children’s (9 out of 10) reasons 
were related to the parental restriction and the possibility of getting physical harm by 
those animals outdoors (n=8). 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 7. 


Table 7: The reasons of children’s tendencies for watching and playing with cats/dogs outdoors 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Opportunity for children to have fun 96 
Instinct to save and care for animals 39 
Physical appearance/physical attractiveness 36 
No possibility of getting physical injuries 15 
Like to have sensory experiences with animals (to hug, to touch etc.) 8 
Parental allowance 5 

The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Parental restriction 9 
Avoidance of getting physical injuries 8 
Previous experience 2 
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Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included 
some common focuses: Parental allowance/ restriction, possibility of getting physical 
injuries/ avoidance of getting physical injuries. 

Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


“Playing with cats and dogs is great fun. I throw the ball to the dog; it runs and brings it. 
I extend the rope to the cat doing funny movements.” (P101, biophilic) 


“They are very sweet; they are beautiful and their hairs are soft. I want to cuddle.” (Po, 
biophilic) 


“I want to take cats and dogs on my lap, but I can’t take them because my mom and dad 
are getting angry with me.” (P13, non-biophilic) 


“If I approach cats can chew me, dogs can also bite. If the dog bites, I'll be rabies.” (P33, 
non-biophilic) 


3.7 Children’s tendencies for playing with natural materials 

When the participating children were asked whether they would play with natural 
materials, such as sticks, leaves and pine cones, 96 out of 116 children showed biophilic 
tendencies (see Table 1). 

While explaining their reasons, almost all of these 96 children (n=91) focused on 
affordances of play opportunities, and focused on to use such natural materials different 
from their real purposes. In fact, children indicated they would play with those natural 
materials. Also, 13 out of these 91 children indicated that their parents would not restrict 
their play with such natural materials. 

On the other hand, a few of children (n=20) reported that they would not play with 
sticks, leaves, and pine cones (see Table 1). More than half of these 20 children (n=15) 
explained their reasons with their parents’ restrictions to their play with such materials. 
Some children (9 out of 20 children) focused on the possibility of getting physical harm 
by those natural materials, whereas 6 out of 20 of them mentioned about the possibility 
of getting dirty by playing with them. 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 8. 


Table 8: The reasons of children’s tendencies for playing with natural materials 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Affordances for play 91 
Parental allowance 13 
Physical attractiveness 3 

The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Parental restriction 15 
Avoidance of getting physical injuries 9 
Dislike to get dirty 6 
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Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included 
some common focuses: Parental allowance/ restriction. 

Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


“I like playing with pine cones. I make them wheels and build cars and play with them (P7, 
biophilic) 


“I like playing with pine cones, tree branches and leaves, my mom never gets angry.” (P17, 
biophilic) 


"I can't play with pine cones and leaves because my mom and dad won't let me play, they 
say do not touch them.” (Poss, non-biophilic) 


“An insect may come out of the pine cones and bite my hand. There may be a spider on a 
tree branch, and it poisons my hand.” (P103, non-biophilic) 


3.8 Children’s tendencies for listening birds’ singing outdoors 
When the participating children were asked whether they would listen to birds’ singing 
outdoors, most of the children (100 out of 116) had biophilic tendency (see Table 1). 

The most frequent reason reported by children (n=86) was related to the beauty of 
the singing of the birds. The other reasons explaining children’s biophilic tendencies with 
the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 9. 

On the other hand, some of the children (22 out of 116) stated that they would not 
listen birds’ singing. All of these 22 children expressed their non-biophilic tendencies 
with the annoying voice of the birds. 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 9. 


Table 9: The reasons of children’s tendencies for listening birds’ singing outdoors 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Attractiveness of sounds in nature 86 
Physical appearance/ physical attractiveness 19 
Instinct to save and care for animals 12 
Modeling parents 5 
Parental allowance 5 
No possibility of getting physical injuries 4 
Lack of experience 2 


The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Dislike of sounds in nature (disgusting etc.) 22 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included some 
common focuses: Attractiveness/dislike of sounds in nature. 
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Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


The colors and sounds of the birds are beautiful; I watch them and listen their singing.” 
(Ps9, biophilic) 


“I take the bait in my hand, feed them, and give water if they are thirsty.” (Ps, biophilic) 
"They sound loudly, their singing hurts my head.” (Ps, non-biophilic) 


3.9 Children’s tendencies for catching bugs and looking at them 

When the participating children were asked whether they would catch bugs and look at 
them, most of them (79 out of 116) had biophilic tendencies (see Table 1). In essence, all 
of these 79 children indicated that there is no risk for getting physical harm by bugs. Also, 
some of the children focused on the physical attractiveness of the bugs (mostly butterflies 
and ladybugs). The other reasons why children would catch and look at the bugs with 
the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 10. 

On the other hand, some of the children (37 out of 116) showed non-biophilic 
tendencies (see Table 1). All of these 37 children explained their reasons with the 
possibility of getting physical harm by bugs (mostly bees and spiders). 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 10. 


Table 10: The reasons of children’s tendencies for catching bugs and looking at them 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
No possibility of getting physical injuries 79 
Physical appearance/ Physical attractiveness 58 
Benefits of bugs 12 
Instinct to save and care for living things/love of nature 7 
Parental allowance 6 

The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 
Avoidance of getting physical injuries 37 
Dislike of sounds in nature (disgusting etc.) 15 
Physical appearance/ Physical unattractiveness (disgusting etc.) 14 
Previous experience 12 
Parental restriction 11 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included some 
common focuses: No possibility of getting physical injuries/avoidance of getting physical 
injuries, physical appearance (physical attractiveness/unattractiveness), and parental 
allowance/ restriction. 

Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 
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"Butterflies have colorful wings, they are beautiful.” (Ps, biophilic) 


“Little bugs don't harm us, they're tiny. I protect the bees too, they give us honey” (Ps, 
biophilic) 


"Bees have a sting and can sting us. Spiders and flies can sting us too, they hurt me, I run 
away from them.” (P23, non-biophilic) 


3.10 Children’s tendencies for looking at the sky at night 
When the participating children were asked whether they would look at the sky at night 
to watch moon and stars, 94 out of 116 children had biophilic tendencies (see Table 1). 

While explaining their reasons why they would look at the sky at night, children 
mostly indicated that they would curious about the sky and want to learn about it (n=72). 
36 out of 94 children mentioned about the physical attractiveness of stars and moon, and 
mostly focused on its’ brightness. Other reasons why children would look at the sky with 
the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 11. 

On the other hand, 22 out of 116 children indicated that they would not like to look 
at the sky (see Table 1). 17 out of 22 children explained their such kind of tendency with 
the parental restriction. 12 out of 22 children also reported that they would play with 
their toys rather than looking at sky. 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 11. 


Table 11: The reasons of children’s tendencies for looking at the sky at night 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Curiosity to observe and learn about it 72 
Attractiveness of the sky 36 

Lack of experience 6 

Light source 5 
Modeling parents 3 

The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 

Parental restriction 17 
Unattractiveness of the sky 12 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included some 
common focuses: Attractiveness of the sky. 

Some of children’s quotations for their explanations for biophilic and non- 
biophilic tendencies are as follows: 


“The moon and the stars are very bright. I love watching.” (Pz, biophilic) 


“It’s fun to watch the stars slide. I wonder how it slips.” (P22, biophilic) 
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"If I open the window and look at the sky or go out onto the balcony, my mom will get 
angry, says you will be sick and get in.” (P113, non-biophilic) 


"The sky doesn't interest me. I like playing with my toys instead.” (Ps, non-biophilic) 


3.11 Children’s tendencies for learning about wild animals 

When the participating children were asked whether they would like to learn about wild 
animals rather than playing with their toys, 95 out of 116 children had biophilic 
tendencies (see Table 1). 

While explaining their reasons, 74 out of the 95 children indicated that they were 
curious about wild animals and would like to learn about their lives. Parental allowance 
was also included in children’s reports (n=15). The other reasons why children would like 
to learn about wild animals with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 12. 

On the other hand, some of the children (n=21), who would not like to learn about 
wild animals expressed that it would be more fun to play with their toys rather than 
learning about wild animals. Moreover, 6 out of 21 children mentioned about their 
parents’ restriction as barrier for them to learn about wild animals on Tv or magazines. 

All of the coding related to children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies 
together with the calculated frequencies can be seen in Table 12. 


Table 12: The reasons of children’s tendencies for learning from wild animals 


The reasons for biophilic tendencies Frequency (f) 
Curiosity to learn about it 74 
Parental allowance 15 


Love of wild animals 


8 
Lack of wild animals in real life 6 
No possibility of getting physical injuries 4 
The reasons for non-biophilic tendencies 


Unattractiveness of the wild animals 15 


Parental restriction 6 


Children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies for both situations included some 
common focuses: Curiosity to learn about it/unattractiveness to learn about it. 

Some of the quotations from children’s reports are as follows: 

"I want to learn how lions live and their claws.” (P10, biophilic) 


"I wonder how wild animals hunt and what they eat.” (Ps2, biophilic) 


"It is boring to watch wild animals on TV, I play with my toys instead.” (P23, non- 
biophilic) 


“If I watch them, my mom and dad get angry with me because I'm young.” (P43, non- 
biophilic) 
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4. Conclusion, Discussion and Implications 


In this part, the key findings of the current study will be discussed. The results of the 
current research have revealed that the frequencies of young children’s biophilic 
tendencies were more than the non-biophilic ones considering all items of the 
measurement. There are several related research results, which also emphasize children’s 
high levels on biophilic tendencies early periods in their lives (Deretarla-Gul & Polat, 
2018; Yilmaz, 2017; Yilmaz, Cig, & Yilmaz-Bolat, 2020; Yilmaz & Olgan, 2017). With 
regard to the reasons of children’ biophilic tendencies, the researcher only discusses the 
key findings of the research considering the frequencies of children’s biophilic or non- 
biophilic responses. 

One of the most frequent reason for children’s biophilic and non-biophilic 
tendencies was related to parental allowance and parental restriction. The participating 
children generally expressed their non-biophilic tendencies with the possibility of their 
parents (mostly mothers) getting angry with them. In this case, it can be said that parents 
prevent their children from interacting with animals or natural materials (i.e. mud, water, 
and tree branch etc.). In this study, the influence of parents was revealed even when 
participating children explained their biophilic tendencies. At this point, when children 
explain both of their biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies, their expressions about the 
way Of their parents’ reaction (allowance or avoidance), could be the evidence of parental 
influence; in other words, the impact on culture on their biophilic tendencies. Several 
researchers (i.e. Moore & Marcus, 2008; Rice & Torquati, 2013; Yilmaz, 2017; Yilmaz & 
Olgan, 2017) also confirmed the effect of culture on children’s affinity toward nature. 

Safety hazards were another factor affecting children’s biophilic and non-biophilic 
tendencies. The participating children both mentioned social (i.e., kidnapping) and 
physical dangers (risk of getting physical injury by animals) in outdoor/natural 
environments. This result shows that children prefer to feel safe and do activities where 
there is no risk of physical injury. Parallel to this result, safety hazards including both 
physical and social dangers in an environment also affected children’s preferences for 
play outdoors. Physical dangers, such as traffic density (Van Andel, 1990), and social 
dangers, such as kidnapping (Simmons, 1994) can be given as examples for safety 
hazards. According to Yilmaz (2017), animals and vegetation affects children’s 
preferences for outdoor settings and their possible play opportunities in such 
environments. In fact, if children feel any safety hazards, that may end with a physical 
injury, in a natural setting they would not prefer to play in such a setting. This result can 
also be explained by the effect of culture and lack of experience. Sandseter (2009) 
emphasized the overprotective supervision of children by their parents affect children’s 
play in natural environment. Moreover, Louv (2005) indicated that perceived danger as 
well as culture are two factors influencing children’s connection with nature. Therefore, 
in this study, children might be affected by their parents’ perceptions about dangers. 
Supporting this, while explaining biophobia, Ulrich (1993) indicated individuals’ 
aversive reactions, fears or non-biophilic tendencies to natural stimuli, including animals, 
can be learned unconsciously in the culture, in which they grow up. 
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With regard to the findings of the current research, the participating children’s 
biophilic tendencies can also be explained through the affordances of natural outdoor 
settings (such as water, sticks, leaves, and pine cones). Children emphasized that nature 
offer them to play natural materials and use them other than their real uses. Parallel to 
this finding, several researchers also found that the affordances of the natural outdoor 
settings for children’s play as an important factor affecting young children’s preferences 
(Fjortoft, 2004; Moore, 1986; Sargisson & McLean, 2012; Tunstall et al., 2004). For instance, 
Rydberg and Falck (2000) found that nature, which offers manipulative and movable 
materials (loose parts) for children’s unstructured play is preferable play environments 
for them. In addition, several researchers asserted that loose parts provide children 
opportunities for social play, free movement and creative play (Fjortoft, 2001; Nedovic & 
Morrissey, 2013; Zamani, 2016). 

This research also revealed that, having fun also affects children’s biophilic 
tendencies. For example, splashing in muddy water, playing with toys near water, and 
watching birds were fun activities for the participating children. Parallel with the 
participant children’s ideas, many researchers (Miderrisoglu & Giiltekin, 2013; 
Staempfli, 2009; Yilmaz & Olgan, 2017) found that having fun and feeling of enjoyment 
are important factors affecting children’s play in a natural environment. 

The findings of the current research also revealed that the physical characteristics 
and _ attractiveness/unattractiveness of nature, (such as birds’ singing or butterflies 
physical characteristics) affected children’s biophilic tendencies. Parallel to this finding, 
several researchers emphasized the importance of aesthetic features and physical 
attractiveness of the things, which belong to the nature (i.e. Muderrisoglu & Giiltekin, 
2013; Norodahl & Einarsdottir, 2015) and relaxing atmosphere (i.e. Yilmaz, 2017; Yilmaz 
& Olgan, 2017), which may give a sense of calm and peace, for children to play in natural 
environment. 

Lastly, curiosity was another factor, which has an impact on the participating 
children’s biophilic tendencies. Children indicated that they were curious about birds, 
sky, and wild animals. This finding can be supported by Dyment and O’Connell (2013), 
who emphasized the stimulating effect of the natural outdoor environments for 
children’s curiosity for discovering. 

There may be several implications based on the results of the study. In order to 
promote children’s biophilic tendencies children’s interaction with nature should be 
increased. Many researchers (i.e., Chawla, 2007; Cheng & Monroe, 2012; Kalvaitis & 
Monhardt, 2015) indicated that children’s nature experiences impact children’s affinity 
toward nature. Several researchers also (i.e., Chawla, 1998; Wilson, 1996) highlighted the 
importance of regular and direct interaction with nature can nurture children’s 
connection with nature and make them to feel comfortable in natural environments. 
Therefore, children should be provided regular nature experiences, which give them 
opportunity to engage with natural materials. 

In order to provide opportunities for children to engage in nature there should be 
accessible and appropriate natural environments, where children can visit such places in 
their local environments (Skar & Krogh, 2009). Also, since children need to feel safe 
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outdoors, as suggested by Sandseter (2012), natural places where children can play 
independently can be designed by landscape planners. This may also help parents to 
understand the value of children’s independent play in natural environment and may 
limit parental restriction to children’s outdoor play. Having an interaction with natural 
materials is important for children’s development and learning. Therefore, outdoor 
environments which have variety of natural materials, such as water, grass, trees and 
herbs, should be available and accessible to stimulate children’s curiosity and willing to 
investigate the environment. All these efforts will provide children available hands-on 
activities in natural environments and will contribute to the promotion of their innate 
affinity towards nature. 


5. Limitations and Recommendations 


In the current study, preschool children’s biophilic and non-biophilic tendencies were 
examined by interview items, which are included in Children’s Biophilia Measurement. 
Observation of young children in their real play settings could be suggested for further 
research. Through this way, the researchers can have a chance to compare children’s 
biophilic tendencies based on the visual materials and real-life situations. 

Lastly, the cultural impact on children’s biophilic or non-biophilic tendencies is 
clear, as a further research, it can also be suggested to investigate both children’s biophilic 
tendencies and the parents’ perceptions of their children’s biophilic tendencies in 
different cultures. 


Conflict of Interest 
The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest. 


About the Author 

Simge Yilmaz-Uysal has been working as a Research Assistant at the Department of 
Elementary and Early Childhood Education in Mersin University since May 2017. Her 
research interests are early childhood environmental education, outdoor learning and 
outdoor learning environments, biophilia, nature connectedness, forest school approach, 
and risky play. 


References 


Balmford, A., Clegg, L., Coulson, T., & Taylor, J. (2002). Why conservationists should 
heed Pokemon. Science, 295(5564), 2367-2367. 

Beatley, T. (2011). Biophilic cities: Integrating nature into urban design and planning. Island 
Press. 

Bekoff, M., & Goodall, J. (2007). The emotional lives of animals: A leading scientist explores 
animal joy, sorrow, and empathy--and why they matter. Novato, CA: New World 
Library. 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 134 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


Bixler, R. D., Carlisle, C. L., Hammltt, W. E., & Floyd, M. F. (1994). Observed fears and 
discomforts among urban students on field trips to wildland areas. The Journal of 
Environmental Education, 26(1), 24-33. 

Bixler, R. D., & Floyd, M. F. (1997). Nature is scary, disgusting, and uncomfortable. 
Environment & Behavior, 29(4), 443-467. 

Bogdan, R., & Biklen, S. (2007). Qualitative research for education: An introduction to theories 
and methods (5 ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education. 

Brockman, R., Jago, R., & Fox, K. R. (2011). Children’s active play: Self-reported 
motivators, barriers and facilitators. BMC Public Health, 11(1), 461-467. 

Carver, A., Timperio, A., & Crawford, D. (2008). Playing it safe: The influence of 
neighborhood safety on children's physical activity-A review. Health & place, 14(2), 
217-227. 

Chawla, L. (1994). Childhood’s terrain. Childhood, 4, 221-33. 

Chawla, L. (1998). Significant life experiences revisited: A review of research on sources 
of environmental sensitivity. The Journal of Environmental Education, 29(3), 11-21. 

Chawla, L. (2007). Childhood experiences associated with care for the natural world: A 
theoretical framework for empirical results. Children Youth and Environments, 17(4), 
144-170. 

Cheng, J. C. H., & Monroe, M. C. (2012). Connection to nature: Children’s affective 
attitude toward nature. Environment and Behavior, 44(1), 31-49. 

Coley, R. L., Sullivan, W. C., & Kuo, F. E. (1997). Where does community grow? The social 
context created by nature in urban public housing. Environment and Behavior, 29(A), 
468-494. 

Creswell, J. W. (2007). Qualitative inquiry and research design: Choosing among five traditions 
(2nd). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Creswell, J. W. (2012). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating quantitative 
and qualitative research (4th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson. 

Creswell, J. W., & Creswell, J. D. (2017). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed 
methods approaches. Sage publications. 

Deretarla-Giil, E. & Polat, P. (2018). Anasinifina devam eden cocuklar ve annelerinin 
dogaya yakinik (biyofili) seviyelerinin incelenmesi. [Examining the proximity of 
preschool children and their mothers to the nature]. Retrieved from 
https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12514/1013 

Derr, V. (2006). Sometimes birds sound like fish: Perspectives on children’s place 
experiences. In C. Spencer and M. Blades, (Eds.) Children and their environments: 
Learning, using, and designing spaces (pp. 108-112). Cambridge University Press. 

Desouza, J. M. S., & Czerniak, C. M. (2002). Social behaviors and gender differences 
among preschoolers: Implications for science activities. Journal of Research in 
Childhood Education, 16(2), 175-188. 

Dyment, J., & O'Connell, T. S. (2013). The impact of playground design on play choices 
and behaviors of pre-school children. Children’s Geographies, 11(3), 263-280. 
Dutcher, D. D., Finley, J. C., Luloff, A. E., & Johnson, J. B. (2007). Connectivity with nature 

as a measure of environmental values. Environment and Behavior, 39(4), 474-493. 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 135 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


Faber-Taylor, A., Kuo, F. E., Spencer, C., & Blades, M. (2006). Is contact with nature 
important for healthy child development? State of the evidence. In C. Spencer & 
M. Blades, (Eds), Children and their environments. (pp.124-140). Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press. 
Faber-Taylor, A., Wiley, A., Kuo, F. E., & Sullivan, W. C. (1998). Growing up in the inner 
city: Green spaces as places to grow. Environment and Behavior, 30(1), 3-27. 
Fattorini, S., Gabriel, R., Arroz, A. M., Amorim, I. R., Borges, P. A., & Cafaro, P. (2017). 
Children’s preferences for less diverse greenspaces do not disprove 
biophilia. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 114(35), E7215-E7215. 

Fjortoft, I. (2001). The natural environment as a playground for children: the impact of 
outdoor play activities in pre-primary school children. Early Childhood Education 
Journal, 29, 111-117. 

Fjortoft, I. (2004). Landscape as playscape: The effects of natural environments on 
children's play and motor development. Children Youth and Environments, 14(2), 
21-44. Grahn, P. (1991). Om parkers betydelse. (The importance of parks) [in 
Swedish] Stad & Land. Movium/Institut for landskapsplanering. 

Gray, P. (2011). The decline of play and the rise of psychopathology in children and 
adolescents. American Journal of Play, 3(4), 443-463. 

Hand, K. L., Freeman, C., Seddon, P. J., Recio, M. R., Stein, A., & van Heezik, Y. (2017). 
The importance of urban gardens in supporting children's biophilia. Proceedings of 
the National Academy of Sciences, 114(2), 274-279. 

Joye, Y., & De Block, A. (2011). 'Nature and I are two’: A critical examination of the 
biophilia hypothesis. Environmental Values, 20(2), 189-215. 

Kahn, P. H. (1997). Developmental psychology and the biophilia hypothesis: Children's 
affiliation with nature. Developmental Review, 17(1), 1-61. 

Kalvaitis, D., & Monhardt, R. (2015). Children voice biophilia: The phenomenology of 
being in love with nature. Journal of Sustainability Education, 9, 2151-7452. 

Kellert, S. R. (1993). The biological basis for human values of nature. In Kellert S. and 
Wilson, E. O. (Eds.), (pp. 42-69). The biophilia hypothesis. Washington D.C.: Island 
Press. 

Kellert, S. R., & Wilson, E. O. (Eds.). (1993). The biophilia hypothesis. Island Press. 

Kellert, S. R., & Wilson, E. O. (1995). The biophilia hypothesis. Island Press. 

Kemple, K. M., Oh, J., Kenney, E., & Smith-Bonahue, T. (2016). The power of outdoor play 
and play in natural environments. Childhood Education, 92(6), 446-454. 

Kun, R. E., Bacaicoa, M., & Sullivan, W. C. (1998). Transforming inner-city landscapes. 
Trees, sense of safety, and preference. Environment and Behavior, 30, 28-59. 

Kuo, F. E., & Faber-Taylor, A. (2004). A potential natural treatment for attention- 
deficit/hyperactivity disorder: evidence from a national study. American Journal of 
Public Health, 94(9), 1580-1586. 

Lindemann-Matthies, P., Junge, X., & Matthies, D. (2010). The influence of plant diversity 
on people’s perception and _ aesthetic appreciation of grassland 
vegetation. Biological Conservation, 143(1), 195-202. 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 136 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


Lopes, F., Cordovil, R., & Neto, C. (2014). Children’s independent mobility in Portugal: 
Effects of urbanization degree and motorized modes of travel. Journal of Transport 
Geography, 41, 210- 219. 

Louv, R. (2005). Last child in the woods: Saving our children from nature deficit disorder. Chapel 
Hill: Algonquin Books. 

Merriam, S. B. (1998). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. San 

Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 

Merriam, S. B. (2002). Qualitative research in practice: Examples for discussion and analysis. 

San Francisco, CA. 

Miller, J. R. (2005). Biodiversity conservation and the extinction of experience. Trends in 

Ecology & Evolution, 20(8), 430-434. 

Moore, R. C. (1986). Childhood's domain: Play and place in child development. London: Croom 

Helm. 

Moore, R. C. & Marcus, C. C. (2008). Healthy Planet, Healthy Children: Designing Nature 
into the Daily Spaces for Childhood. In S.R. Kellert, J. Heerwagen & M. Mador 
(Eds.), Biophilic design: The theory, science, and practice of bringing buildings to life. 
Hoboken, NJ: Wiley 153-203. 

Miderrisoglu, H., & Giltekin, P. G. (2015). Understanding the children’s perception and 
preferences on nature-based outdoor landscape. Indoor and Built Environment, 
24(3), 340-354. 

Nedovic, S., & Morrissey, A. M. (2013). Calm active and focused: Children’s responses to 
an organic outdoor learning environment. Learning Environments Research, 16(2), 
281-295. 

Norodahl, K., & Einarsdottir, J. (2015). Children’s views and preferences regarding their 
outdoor environment. Journal of Adventure Education & Outdoor Learning, 15(2), 
152-167. 

O'Brien, M., Jones, D., Sloan, D., & Rustin, M. (2000). Children's independent spatial 
mobility in the urban public realm. Childhood, 7(3), 257-277. 

Pergams, O. R., & Zaradic, P. A. (2006). Is love of nature in the US becoming love of 
electronic media? 16-year downtrend in national park visits explained by 


watching movies, playing video games, internet use, and oil prices. Journal of 
environmental Management, 80(4), 387-393. 

Pyle, R. (1993). The thunder trees: Lessons from an urban wildland. Boston: Houghton Mifflin. 

Pyle, R. M.,, & Orr, D. (2008). The extinction of natural experience in the built 
environment. In S. R. Kellert, J. Heerwagen, and M. Madorn (Eds.), Biophilic design: 
The theory, science and practice of bringing buildings to life, (pp.213-223). Hoboken, 
NJ: Wiley. 

Rice, C. S., & Torquati, J. C. (2013). Assessing connections between young children's 
affinity for nature and their experiences in natural outdoor settings in preschools. 
Children Youth and Environments, 23(2), 78-102. 

Samborski, S. (2010). Biodiverse or barren school grounds: Their effects on children. 
Children, Youth and Environments, 20(2), 67-115. 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 137 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


Sandseter, E. B. H. (2009). Affordances for risky play in preschool: The importance of 
features in the play environment. Early Childhood Education Journal, 36(5), 439-446. 

Sandseter, E. B. H. (2012). Restrictive safety or unsafe freedom? Norwegian ECEC 
practitioners’ perceptions and practices concerning children's risky play. Child 
Care in Practice, 18(1), 83-101. 

Sandseter, E. B. H., Cordovil, R., Hagen, T. L., & Lopes, F. (2020). Barriers for outdoor 
play in early childhood education and care (ECEC) institutions: Perception of risk 
in children’s play among European parents and ECEC practitioners, Child Care in 
Practice, 26(2), 111-129. 

Sargisson, R. J., & McLean, I. G. (2012). Children’s use of nature in New Zealand 
playgrounds. Children, Youth and Environments, 22(2), 144. 

Simmons, D. (1994). Urban children's preferences for nature: Lessons for environmental 
education. Children’s Environments, 11(3), 194-203. 

Skar, M., Krogh, E. (2009). Changes in children’s nature-based experiences near home: 
from spontaneous play to adult-controlled, planned and organized activities. 
Children’s Geographies, 7, 339-354. 

Skar, M., Wold, L. C., Gundersen, V., & O’Brien, L. (2016). Why do children not play in 
nearby nature? Results from a Norwegian survey. Journal of Adventure Education 
and Outdoor Learning, 16(3), 239-255. 

Sobel, D. (1996). Beyond ecophobia. Great Barrington, MA: Orion Society. 

Staempfli, M., B., (2009). Reintroducing adventure into children’s outdoor play 
environments, Environment and Behaviour, 41(2), 268-280. 

Strife, S., & Downey, L. (2009). Childhood development and access to nature: A new 
direction for environmental inequality research. Organization & 
Environment, 22(1), 99-122. 

Timperio, A., Salmon, J., Telford, A., & Crawford, D. (2005). Perceptions of local 
neighborhood environments and their relationship to childhood overweight and 
obesity. International Journal of Obesity, 29(2), 170-175. 

Tranter, P. (2015). Children’s play in their local neighborhoods: Rediscovering the value 
of residential streets. In B. Evans, J. Horton, & T. Skelton (Eds.), Play, recreation, 
health and well-being (pp. 1-26). Singapore: Springer. 

Tunstall, S., Tapsell, S., & House, M. (2004). Children's perceptions of river landscapes 
and play: What children's photographs reveal. Landscape Research, 29(2), 181-204. 

Ulrich, R. S. (1993). Biophilia, biophobia, and natural landscapes. The biophilia hypothesis, 
7, 73-137. 

Van Andel, J. (1990). Places children like, dislike, and fear. Children’s Environments 
Quarterly, 7(4), 24-31. 

Wells, N. M., & Lekies, K. S. (2006). Nature and the life course: Pathways from childhood 
nature experiences to adult environmentalism. Children Youth and Environments, 
16(1), 1-24. 

Wilson, O. E. (1984). Biophilia. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 

Wilson, E. O. (1993). Biophilia and the conservation ethic. In Kellert S., & Wilson E. O. 
(Eds.), The biophilia hypothesis, (pp. 31-44). Washington, D.C.: Island Press. 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 138 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


Wilson, R. A. (1996). Starting early: Environmental education during the early childhood years. 
ERIC Digest. 

Wolch, J. R., Byrne, J., & Newell, J. P. (2014). Urban green space, public health, and 
environmental justice: The challenge of making cities ‘just green 
enough’. Landscape and Urban Planning, 125, 234-244. 

Yilmaz, S. (2017). Investigation of 5-year-old preschool children’s biophilia and children’s and 
their mothers’ outdoor setting preferences (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). 
Middle East Technical University, Ankara, Turkey. 

Yilmaz, S., Cig, O. & Yilmaz-Bolat, E. (2020). The impact of a short-term nature-based 
education program on young children’s biophilic tendencies. Elementary Education 
Online, 19(3), 1729-1739. 

Yilmaz, S. & Olgan, R. (2017). Okul 6ncesi ddnem cocuklarinin dogaya yakinhk (biyofili) 
seviyelerinin arastirilmasi (An Investigation of Preschool Children’s Affinity 
Towards Nature (Biophilia)). Mersin Universitesi Egitim Fakiiltesi Dergisi, 13(3), 
1106-1129. 

Zamani, Z. (2016). The woods is a more free space for children to be creative; their 
imagination kind of sparks out there’: exploring young children’s cognitive play 
opportunities in natural, manufactured and mixed outdoor preschool zones. 
Journal of Adventure Education and Outdoor Learning, 16(2), 172-189. 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 139 


Simge Yilmaz-Uysal 
AN EXPLORATION OF THE UNDERLYING REASONS OF PRESCHOOL CHILDREN’S BIOPHILIC TENDENCIES 


Creative Commons licensing terms 

Author(s) will retain the copyright of their published articles agreeing that a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0) terms 
will be applied to their work. Under the terms of this license, no permission is required from the author(s) or publisher for members of the community 
to copy, distribute, transmit or adapt the article content, providing a proper, prominent and unambiguous attribution to the authors in a manner that 
makes clear that the materials are being reused under permission of a Creative Commons License. Views, opinions and conclusions expressed in this 
research article are views, opinions and conclusions of the author(s). Open Access Publishing Group and European Journal of Education Studies shall not 
be responsible or answerable for any loss, damage or liability caused in relation to/arising out of conflicts of interest, copyright violations and inappropriate 
or inaccurate use of any kind content related or integrated into the research work. All the published works are meeting the Open Access Publishing 
requirements and can be freely accessed, shared, modified, distributed and used in educational, commercial and non-commercial purposes under a 
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License (CC BY 4.0). 


European Journal of Education Studies - Volume 7 | Issue 9 | 2020 140 


